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DETAILED ACTION 

1 . Claims 1 -38 are presented for examination. 

Specification 

2. The specification has not been checked to the extent necessary to determine the 
presence of all possible minor errors. Applicant's cooperation is requested in correcting 
any errors of which applicant may become aware in the specification. 

Abstract 

3. The abstract of the disclosure is objected to because it exceeds 150 words. 
Applicant is reminded of the proper language and format for an abstract of the 

disclosure. The abstract should be in narrative form and generally limited to a 
single paragraph on a separate sheet within the range of 50 to 150 words. It is 

important that the abstract not exceed 1 50 words in length since the space provided for 
the abstract on the computer tape used by the printer is limited. The form and legal 
phraseology often used in patent claims, such as "means" and "said," should be 
avoided. The abstract should describe the disclosure sufficiently to assist readers in 
deciding whether there is a need for consulting the full patent text for details. The 
language should be clear and concise and should not repeat information given in the 
title. It should avoid using phrases which can be implied, such as, "The disclosure 
concerns," "the disclosure defined by this invention," "the disclosure describes," etc. 2. 
The abstract of the disclosure is objected to because the abstract exceeds 150 words. 
Correction is required. See MPEP j 608.01(b). 
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Claim Rejections - 35 USC §112 

The following is a quotation of the second paragraph of 35 U. S. C 112 

The specification shall conclude with one or more claims particularly pointing out and distinctly claiming the 
subject matter, which the applicant regards as his invention. 

4. Claims 1, 16, 18, 19, 24, 25, 27, 28, 30, 34, 36, 37, 38 are rejected under 35 
U.S.C. 112, second paragraph, as being indefinite for failing to particularly point out and 
distinctly claim the subject matter which applicant regards as the invention. 

a) Claim 1 recites, "the key jointly define" (see line 4), which renders the claim 
indefinite. It is unknown if the applicant is referring to the said "a key based-protection". 

b) Claims 16, 18, 19, 24, 25, 27, 28, 30. 34, 36, 37 and 38 recite the phrase 
"adapted for" since languages that suggests or makes optional but does not require 
steps to be performed or does not limit a claim to a particular structure does not limit the 
scope of a claim or claim limitation. 

Claim Rejections • 35 USC § 103 
The following is a quotation of 35 U.S.C. 103(a) which forms the basis for all 
obviousness rejections set forth in this Office action: 

(a) A patent may not be obtained though the invention is not identically disclosed or described as set forth in 
section 102 of this title, if the differences between the subject matter sought to be patented and the prior art 
are such that the subject matter as a whole would have been obvious at the time the invention was made to 
a person having ordinary skill in the art to which said subject matter pertains. Patentability shall not be 
negatived by the manner in which the invention was made. 
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The factual inquiries set forth in Graham v. John Deere CO.. 383 U.S. 1, 148 
USPQ 459 (1966), that are applied for establishing a background for determining 
obviousness under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) are summarized as follows: 



5. Claims 1-38 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over 
Ichiriu (6.597,595). 

As per claims 1 and 12: 

Ichiriu in figure 25 discloses a CAM device (700) includes an error CAM (715) to 
assert a match error signal (732) if a match index (1 74) matches any of a plurality of 
error addresses. In addition to the error CAM, the CAM device includes an address 
circuit (103). comparand register (115), and error detection circuit (711). Further, the 
address circuit, comparand register is coupled to one another and operates generally. 
Furthermore, an error detection circuit (711), for example, by the parity check circuit 
(201) and logic gate (222) described above in reference to FIG. 6 is coupled to receive 
the selected CAM word and output an error signal (712) to the error CAM (715). The 
error detection circuit asserts the error signal upon detecting an error in the selected 
CAM word and deasserts the error signal if no error is detected (see col. 24, lines 10- 
41). Ichiriu does not explicitly detailed the aspect of comparing predetermined 
protection word with the key-based protection word for indicating errors "as recited in 
claim 1". However, Ichiriu in FIG. 24, teach that a match error detector (705) is a 



1. 

2. 
3. 
4. 



Determining the scope and contents of the prior art. 

Ascertaining the differences between the prior art and the claims at Issue. 

Resolving the level of ordinary skill in the pertinent art. 

Considering objective evidence present in the application indicating obviousness or 



nonobviousness. 
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compare circuit that compare bits of the error address (131) with corresponding bits of 
the N-bit match index (174) to generate a match error signal 732 (see col. 36, lines 37- 
67) which the system of Ichiriu is basically employing the same method as the 
inventor's invention to detect errors. Therefore, it would have been obvious to a person 
having an ordinary skill in the art at the time the invention was made to substitute the 
method of detecting errors and match error detector of Ichiriu with the claimed method 
for comparing protection word (CRC word) and error detection. This modification would 
have been obvious because a person having ordinary skill in the art would have been 
motivated to do so because it would be relatively and yet high reliable in operation. 
As per claims 2 and 3: 

Most of the limitations of these claims have been noted in the rejection of claim 1 . 
in addition Ichiriu disclosed that the comparand register (115) is used to store a 
comparand value received via the comparand bus (143), and outputs the comparand 
value to the CAM array (101) and in an alternative embodiments the comparand register 
may be omitted and the comparand value input directly to the CAM array from the 
comparand bus (see col. 3 lines 58-64). 

As per claims 4 and 5: 

Most of the limitations of these claims have been noted in the rejection of claim 1. 
In addition Ichiriu disclosed in FIG. 6, the compare circuit (208) compares the output of 
the parity generator (206) with the corresponding stored parity bit. Compare circuit 
208 is preferably a combinatorial logic circuit such as an XOR circuit that outputs a 
logic "1" only if the stored parity bit and the parity bit generated by the parity generator 
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do not match, but may alternatively be any type of circuit for detecting mismatch 
between the stored and generated parity bits. The outputs of all the compare circuits 
208 are logically ORed in gate (221) so that, if any one of the compare circuits 208 
signals a mismatch (see col. 9, lines 33-43). 
As per claims 6-11: 

Most of the limitations of these claims have been noted in the rejection of claim 1 . 
In addition Ichiriu in FIG. 24, teaches that a match error detector (705) is a compare 
circuit that compare bits of the error address (131) with corresponding bits of the N-bit 
match index (174) to generate a match error signal 732 (see col. 36, lines 37-67). 

As per claims 13-15: 

Most of the limitations of these claims have been noted in the rejection of claim 
12. In addition Ichiriu in FIG. 24, teaches that a match error detector (705) is a compare 
circuit that compares bits of the error address (1 31 ) with corresponding bits of the N-bit 
match index (174) to generate a match error signal 732 (see col. 36, lines 37-67). 

As per claim 16: 

Ichiriu teaches all the subject matter claimed in claim 1 including Ichiriu in figure 
1 disclosed a CAM memory (102) coupled to error detector (107) wherein the CAM 
memory had and input and output. 

As per claims 17-19: 

Ichiriu teaches all the subject matter claimed in claim 16 including Ichiriu in figure 
6 disclosed a parity generator for generating parity bits. In addition Ichiriu disclosed in 
FIG. 6, the compare circuit (208) compares the output of the parity generator (206) with 
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the corresponding stored parity bit. Compare circuit (208) is preferably a combinatorial 
logic circuit such as an XOR circuit that outputs a logic "1" only if the stored parity bit 
and the parity bit generated by the parity generator do not match, but may altematively 
be any type of circuit for detecting mismatch between the stored and generated parity 
bits. The outputs of all the compare circuits (208) are logically ORed in gate (221) so 
that, if any one of the compare circuits signals a mismatch (see col. 9, lines 33-43). 
As per claims 20-22: 

Ichiriu teaches all the subject matter claimed in claim 1 including Ichiriu in figure 
1 disclosed a comparand register (1 15) coupled to a CAM memory (101) and further the 
CAM memory coupled to an error detector (107). 

As per claims 23-26: 

Most of the limitations of these claims have been noted in the rejection of claim 1. 
In addition Ichiriu in FIG. 24, teaches that a match error detector (705) is a compare 
circuit that compares bits of the error address (131) with corresponding bits of the N-bit 
match index (174) to generate a match error signal 732 (see col. 36, lines 37-67) 

As per claims 27 and 28: 

Ichiriu in figure 25 discloses a CAM device (700) includes an error CAM (715) to 
assert a match error signal (732) if a match index (174) matches any of a plurality of 
error addresses. In addition to the error CAM, the CAM device includes an address 
circuit (103). comparand register (115), and error detection circuit (71 1). Further, the 
address circuit, comparand register is coupled to one another and operates generally. 
Furthermore, an error detection circuit (711), for example, by the parity check circuit 
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(201) and logic gate (222) described above in reference to FIG. 6 is coupled to receive 
the selected CAM word and output an error signal (712) to the error CAM (715). The 
error detection circuit asserts the error signal upon detecting an error in the selected 
CAM word and deasserts the error signal if no error is detected (see col. 24, lines 10- 
41). Ichiriu does not explicitly detailed the aspect of comparing predetemiined 
protection word with the key-based protection word for indicating errors "as recited in 
claim 1". However, Ichiriu in FIG. 24, teaches that a match error detector (705) is a 
compare circuit that compares bits of the error address (131) with corresponding bits of 
the N-bit match index (174) to generate a match error signal 732 (see col. 36, lines 37- 
67) which the system of Ichiriu is basically employing the same method as the 
inventor's invention to detect errors. Therefore, it would have been obvious to a person 
having an ordinary skill in the art at the time the invention was made to substitute the 
method of detecting errors and match error detector of Ichiriu with the claimed method 
for comparing protection word (CRC word) and error detection. This modification would 
have been obvious because a person having ordinary skill in the art would have been 
motivated to do so because it would be relatively and yet high reliable in operation. 
As per claims 29 and 30: 

Most of the limitations of these claims have been noted in the rejection of claim 
28. In addition Ichiriu disclosed that the comparand register (115) is used to store a 
comparand value received via the comparand bus (143), and outputs the comparand 
value to the CAM array (101) and in an alternative embodiments the comparand register 
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may be omitted and the comparand value input directly to the CAM array from the 
comparand bus (see col. 3, lines 58-64). 
As per claims 31 and 32: 

Most of the limitations of these claims have been noted in the rejection of claim 
28. In addition Ichiriu disclosed in FIG. 6, the compare circuit (208) compares the 
output of the parity generator (206) with the corresponding stored parity bit. Compare 
circuit (208) is preferably a combinatorial logic circuit such as an XOR circuit that 
outputs a logic "1" only if the stored parity bit and the parity bit generated by the parity 
generator do not match, but may alternatively be any type of circuit for detecting 
mismatch between the stored and generated parity bits. The outputs of all the 
compare circuits 208 are logically ORed in gate (221) so that, If any one of the 
compare circuits 208 signals a mismatch (see col. 9, lines 33-43). 

As per claims 33-38: 

Most of the limitations of these claims have been noted in the rejection of claim 1 . 
In addition Ichiriu in FIG. 24, teaches that a match error detector (705) is a compare 
circuit that compares bits of the error address (131) with corresponding bits of the N-bit 
match index (174) to generate a match error signal 732 (see col. 36, lines 37-67) 

Conclusion 

6. The prior art made of record and not relied upon is considered pertinent to 
applicant's disclosure. 

US PN: 7,002,823 Ichiriu Michael E. 

US PN: 6,978,301 Ichiriu Michael E. 
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US PN: 6.947,301 Regev et al. 

US PN: 6,944,039 Nataraj et al 

US PN: 6,914,795 Srinivasan et al 
7. The following is a summary of the treatment and status of all claims in the 
application as recommended by M.P.E.P. 707.07(i): 

Any inquiry concerning this communication or earlier communication from the 
examiner should be directed to Esaw Abraham whose telephone number is (571) 272- 
3812. The examiner can normally be reached on M-F 8-5. 

If attempts to reach the examiner by telephone are successful, the examiner's 
supervisor, Albert DeCady can be reached on (571) 272-3819. The fax phone numbers 
for the organization where this application or proceeding is assigned are (571) 273-8300 
for regular communications and (571) 273-8300 for after final communications. 

Information regarding the status of an Application may be obtained from the 
Patent Application Information Retrieval (PAIR) system. Status information for published 
applications may be obtained from either Private PAIR or PUBLIC PAIR. Status 
information for unpublished applications is available through Private Pair only. For more 
infomiation about the PAIR system, see http://pair-direct.uspto.aov . Should you have 
questions on access to the Private PAIR system, contact the Electronic Business 
Center (EBC) at 866-217-9197 (toll-free). 





Esaw Abraham 
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